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requirements of the applicable statutes 
and regulations.

II. Comments
Interested persons may submit to the 

Division of Dockets Management (see 
ADDRESSES) written or electronic 
comments regarding this document. 
Submit a single copy of electronic 
comments or two paper copies of any 
mailed comments, except that 
individuals may submit one paper copy. 
Comments are to be identified with the 
docket number found in brackets in the 
heading of this document. The draft 
guidance and received comments may 
be seen in the Division of Dockets 
Management between 9 a.m. and 4 p.m., 
Monday through Friday.

III. Electronic Access
Persons with access to the Internet 

may obtain the document at either http:/
/www.fda.gov/cder/guidance/index.htm 
or http://www.fda.gov/ohrms/dockets/
default.htm.

Dated: June 9, 2005.
Jeffrey Shuren,
Assistant Commissioner for Policy.
[FR Doc. 05–12040 Filed 6–17–05; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4160–01–S

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

[Docket No. FR–4975–N–18] 

Notice of Proposed Information 
Collection: Comment Request; 
Request for Credit Approval of 
Substitute Mortgagor

AGENCY: Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Housing-Federal Housing 
Commissioner, HUD.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The proposed information 
collection requirement described below 
will be submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
review, as required by the Paperwork 
Reduction Act. The Department is 
soliciting public comments on the 
subject proposal.
DATES: Comments Due Date: August 19, 
2005.
ADDRESSES: Interested persons are 
invited to submit comments regarding 
this proposal. Comments should refer to 
the proposal by name and/or OMB 
Control Number and should be sent to: 
Wayne Eddins, Reports Management 
Officer, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, 451 7th Street, 
SW., L’Enfant Plaza Building, Room 
8001, Washington, DC 20410 or 
Wayne_Eddins@hud.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joseph McCloskey, Director, Office of 
Single Family Asset Management, 451 
7th Street SW., Washington, DC 20410, 
telephone (202) 708–1672 (this is not a 
toll free number) for copies of the 
proposed forms and other available 
information.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Department is submitting the proposed 
information collection to OMB for 
review, as required by the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 
Chapter 35, as amended). 

This Notice is soliciting comments 
from members of the public and affected 
agencies concerning the proposed 
collection of information to: (1) Evaluate 
whether the proposed collection is 
necessary for the proper performance of 
the functions of the agency, including 
whether the information will have 
practical utility; (2) Evaluate the 
accuracy of the agency’s estimate of the 
burden of the proposed collection of 
information; (3) Enhance the quality, 
utility, and clarity of the information to 
be collected; and (4) Minimize the 
burden of the collection of information 
on those who are to respond; including 
the use of appropriate automated 
collection techniques or other forms of 
information technology, e.g., permitting 
electronic submission of responses. 

This Notice also lists the following 
information: 

Title of Proposal: Request for Credit 
Approval of Substitute Mortgagor. 

OMB Control Number, if applicable: 
2502–0036. 

Description of the need for the 
information and proposed use: This 
information collection is used by HUD 
to approve the credit of a substitute 
mortgagor who desires to assume an 
FHA-insured mortgage. The information 
is also needed to document the financial 
stability of the mortgagor. 

Agency form numbers, if applicable: 
HUD–92210 and HUD–92210.1. 

Estimation of the total numbers of 
hours needed to prepare the information 
collection including number of 
respondents, frequency of response, and 
hours of response: The estimated total 
number of hours needed to prepare the 
information collection is 2,400. The 
number of respondents is 600 generating 
approximately 2,400 annual responses, 
the frequency of response is on 
occasion, and the number of hours per 
response is one. 

Status of the proposed information 
collection: Currently approved.

Authority: The Paperwork Reduction Act 
of 1995, 44 U.S.C., Chapter 35, as amended.

Dated: June 3, 2005. 
Frank L. Davis, 
General Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Housing-Deputy Federal Housing 
Commissioner.
[FR Doc. 05–12027 Filed 6–17–05; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4210–27–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Fish and Wildlife Service 

Notice of Availability of the Draft 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and 
Environmental Assessment for Sand 
Lake National Wildlife Refuge, 
Columbia, SD

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of Availability.

SUMMARY: The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (Service) announces that the 
Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan 
and Environmental Assessment (CCP/
EA) for the Sand Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge (Refuge) is available for public 
review and comment. This Draft CCP/
EA was prepared pursuant to the 
National Wildlife Refuge System 
Administration Act, as amended, and 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The Draft CCP/EA describes the 
Service’s proposal for management of 
the Refuge for 15 years.
DATES: Written comments must be 
received at the postal or electronic 
addresses listed below by July 20, 2005. 
Comments may also be submitted VIA 
electronic mail to: 
kathleen_linder@fws.gov.

ADDRESSES: To provide written 
comments or to obtain a copy of the 
Draft CCP/EA, please write to Linda 
Kelly, Planning Team Leader, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, P.O. Box 25486, 
Denver Federal Center, Denver, CO 
80225–0486; (303) 236–8132; fax 
(303)236–4792, or Gene Williams, 
Refuge Manager, Sand Lake National 
Wildlife Refuge, 39650 Sand Lake Drive, 
Columbia, South Dakota 57433; (605) 
885–6320; fax (605) 885–6401. The Draft 
CCP/EA will also be available for 
viewing and downloading online at 
http://mountain-prairie.fws.gov/
planning.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Linda Kelly, Planning Team Leader at 
the above address or at (303) 236–8132.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
National Wildlife System 
Administration Act of 1966, as amended 
by the National Wildlife Refuge 
Improvement Act of 1997 (16 U.S.C. 
668dd-668ee et seq), requires the 
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Service to develop a CCP for each 
National Wildlife Refuge. The purpose 
in developing a CCP is to provide refuge 
managers with a 15-year strategy for 
achieving refuge purposes and 
contributing toward the mission of the 
National Wildlife Refuge System, 
consistent with sound principles of fish 
and wildlife management, conservation, 
legal mandates, and Service policies. 

In addition to outlining broad 
management direction on conserving 
wildlife and their habitats, the CCP 
identifies wildlife-dependent 
recreational opportunities available to 
the public, including opportunities for 
hunting, fishing, wildlife observation 
and photography, and environmental 
education and interpretation. We will 
review and update these CCPs at least 
every 15 years in accordance with the 
National Wildlife Refuge System 
Administration Act of 1966, as amended 
by the National Refuge System 
Improvement Act of 1997, and the 
National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321–4370d). 

Background 
Sand Lake NWR was established by 

Executive Order 6724, dated May 28, 
1934, and Executive Order 7169, dated 
September 4, 1935, as a Refuge and 
breeding ground for migratory birds and 
other wildlife. Sand Lake National 
Wildlife Refuge was established for 
* * * ‘‘use by migratory birds, with 
emphasis on waterfowl and other water 
birds’’ and ‘‘the conservation of fish and 
wildlife resources.’’ 

Significant issues addressed in the 
Draft CCP/EA include: Wildlife and 
habitat management, water 
management, public use, and invasive 
plants. The Service developed three 
alternatives for management of the 
Refuge: Alternative 1—No Action; 
Alternative—Maximize biological 
potential for grassland-nesting birds; 
Alternative 3—Integrated management. 
All three alternatives outline specific 
management objectives and strategies 
related to wildlife and habitat 
management, water management, public 
use, and invasive plant control. 

Alternative 1—No Action (Current 
Management) would continue and 
would not involve extensive restoration 
of cropland, grassland, and wetland 
habitat, or improvements to roads and 
administrative facilities. Grasslands 
would be managed to provide habitat for 
upland nesting waterfowl. Shelterbelt 
woodlands would deteriorate and die 
out, benefiting grassland-nesting birds. 
Species of migratory birds that use 
fringes would decrease. 

Cropland would be maintained to 
control invasive plants and to provide 

food for resident wildlife. Deer and 
pheasant populations would be 
sustained, along with hunting and 
viewing opportunities for these species. 

In addition to herbicides, 
management tools such as grazing, 
burning, mowing, and farming would be 
used to maintain the quality of upland 
habitat.

Invasive-plant infestations may 
increase or decrease, depending on 
environmental conditions. Using 
herbicides to control invasive plants 
would reduce the diversity and quality 
of grasslands, and may spread toxic and 
persistent chemicals into the 
environment. 

Sedimentation rates near the Mud 
Lake dike are expected to remain 
elevated near current levels, thereby 
continuing to degrade the wetland 
functions of Mud Lake. 

The ability to cycle vegetation and 
create an interspersion of cover and 
water to meet objectives in Mud Lake 
through current water-level 
manipulations would be hindered. 
Reduced invertebrate production may 
impact nutrient cycling and overall 
wetland productivity, as well as limit a 
major food source for waterfowl and 
other wildlife. 

All hunting and fishing seasons 
would continue as presently managed. 
No new parking areas would be 
developed. 

Alternative 2—Maximize biological 
potential for grassland-nesting birds 
would involve intense management of 
upland habitat to maximize numbers of 
migratory birds, because of their 
importance as Federal Trust Species. 

The amount of grassland habitat 
would be maximized by the elimination 
of croplands, decreased wetland acreage 
with the removal or breaching of dikes, 
and the elimination of shelterbelts. The 
number of acres of invasive plants might 
increase due to lower water levels. 

Grassland-dependent birds would 
benefit from larger blocks of nesting 
habitat and the elimination of travel 
corridors and den sites for predators. 
The number and diversity of tree-
nesting species and edge species would 
be reduced. 

The diversity of wetland-dependent 
species would decline due to the 
decreased wetland acreage and lack of 
water control. The number of waterfowl 
would probably decline. Use of the 
refuge by overwater-nesting colonial 
birds would decline. 

White-tailed deer use of the refuge 
would likely be sustained. With the 
elimination of all cropland, depredation 
on neighboring crops may increase. 

Sedimentation rates in wetlands 
would decline with the removal or 

breaching of the dikes, resulting in long-
term benefits to water quality. 

An education and visitor center 
would be built to allow visitors to learn 
about wildlife and experience the refuge 
without disturbing wildlife. 

Conflicts between humans and 
nesting, brooding, and foraging birds 
would be avoided through restriction or 
elimination of nearly all spring and 
summer recreational use and some fall 
recreational use of the James River 
within the refuge. 

Deer and upland-game hunting would 
continue. Accessibility of deer and 
upland-game to hunters would likely 
decrease. Migrating waterfowl may pass 
through the refuge more quickly during 
the fall. Overall hunter satisfaction may 
decrease as the quality of hunting and 
harvest opportunities decreases.

Fall and winter fishing would be 
allowed at five designated areas. Spring 
and summer fishing opportunities 
would be eliminated to avoid direct 
conflicts with nesting and brooding 
migratory birds. 

Alternative 3—Integrated 
Management, the Service’s Proposed 
Action, takes an integrated approach 
that maximizes the biological potential 
for migratory birds, and finds a balance 
with reducing cropland, while ensuring 
depredation is minimized. 

Cropland acreage would be reduced. 
Upland habitat management would be 
geared toward providing tall and dense 
nesting cover on a high percentage of 
the uplands for nesting birds, especially 
waterfowl. 

The vegetative diversity of grasslands 
would be greatly enhanced by re-
seeding all habitat blocks to native 
plants or rejuvenated dense nesting 
cover. 

The die-off of some shelterbelts and 
removal of isolated trees would increase 
the size of grassland blocks for nesting 
migratory birds. 

Although more grassland-dependent 
birds may be able to use the refuge, 
nesting success is not expected to 
increase. Remaining shelterbelts would 
provide travel corridors and den sites 
that help support a robust population of 
predators. 

The five sub-impoundments would be 
managed as shallow-water wetlands for 
waterfowl breeding pairs and broods, 
nesting black terns and pied-billed 
grebes, and foraging water birds and 
shorebirds. 

Deer and pheasant populations would 
be sustained, along with hunting and 
viewing opportunities for these species. 
Depredation issues would be a function 
of the location and size of the total 
farmed acreage. 
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The size and location of remaining 
cropland would be based on the need to 
control invasive plants, especially 
Canada thistle. Grasslands infested with 
Canada thistle would be tilled and 
planted with native vegetation or dense 
nesting cover after the area is 
considered clear of viable Canada thistle 
seed. Canada thistle should be much 
more contained than it is currently, 
reducing the potential for a thistle seed 
source to invade adjacent or 
downstream private lands. 

Watershed-level conservation efforts 
through partnerships may result in a 
long-term reduction of sediment 
entering the James River and refuge. 

Sedimentation rates near the Mud 
Lake dike are expected to remain 
elevated near current levels in the short 
term, thereby continuing to degrade the 
wetland functions of Mud Lake. 

The ability to cycle vegetation and 
create an interspersion of cover and 
water to meet objectives in Mud Lake 
through current water-level 
manipulations would be hindered. 
Reduced invertebrate production may 
impact nutrient cycling and overall 
wetland productivity, as well as limit a 
major food source for waterfowl and 
other wildlife. 

Wildlife-dependent recreational and 
educational activities would be 
expanded and improved on- and off-
refuge. The building of an education 
and visitor center would allow visitors 
a quality experience and provide a focus 
point for public use on the refuge. 

All hunting and fishing seasons 
would continue as presently managed. 
Support facilities, including parking, for 
hunting and fishing opportunities 
would be improved. 

The review and comment period is 30 
calendar days commencing with 
publication of this Notice of Availability 
in the Federal Register. After the review 
and comment period for this Draft CCP/
EA, all comments will be analyzed and 
considered by the Service. All 
comments received from individuals on 
the Environmental Assessment become 
part of the official public record. 
Requests for such comments will be 
handled in accordance with the 
Freedom of Information Act, the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s 
NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1506.6(f)) 
and other Service and Departmental 
policies and procedures.

Dated: May 26, 2005. 
Ron Shupe, 
Regional Director, Region 6, Denver, CO.
[FR Doc. 05–12061 Filed 6–17–05; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310–55–P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

National Park Service

Notice of Inventory Completion: 
Mississippi Department of Archives 
and History, Historic Preservation 
Division, Jackson, MS

AGENCY: National Park Service, Interior.
ACTION: Notice.

Notice is here given in accordance 
with the Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation Act 
(NAGPRA), 25 U.S.C. 3003, of the 
completion of an inventory of human 
remains and associated funerary objects 
in the possession of the Mississippi 
Department of Archives and History, 
Historic Preservation Division, Jackson, 
MS. The human remains and associated 
funerary objects were removed from Lee 
County, MS.

This notice is published as part of the 
National Park Service’s administrative 
responsibilities under NAGPRA, 25 
U.S.C. 3003 (d)(3). The determinations 
in this notice are the sole responsibility 
of the museum, institution, or Federal 
agency that has control of the Native 
American human remains and 
associated funerary objects. The 
National Park Service is not responsible 
for the determinations in this notice.

A detailed assessment of the human 
remains was made by the Mississippi 
Department of Archives and History, 
Historic Preservation Division 
professional staff in consultation with 
representatives of the Chickasaw 
Nation, Oklahoma.

In the summer of 1937, human 
remains representing a minimum of one 
individual were removed from the 
Alston-Wilson site (MLe14), by Moreau 
Chambers, an archeologist with the 
Mississippi Department of Archives and 
History, as part of an ongoing survey 
and legally authorized excavation of 
Chickasaw sites in Lee County, MS. The 
excavation and survey were undertaken 
to study Chickasaw culture and find the 
location of the Battle of Ackia as part of 
the process for establishing Ackia 
Battleground National Monument. No 
known individual was identified. The 
two associated funerary objects are one 
bent cuprous metal band (sheet brass 
ring) found around the bone fragment 
and one pottery sherd.

The Alston-Wilson site, now better 
known as MLe14 because of later 
excavations by Jesse Jennings in 1939 on 
behalf of the National Park Service, has 
a major occupation dating to A.D. 1730–
1750. Archeological evidence found at 
the Alston-Wilson site suggests that this 
site was part of a major historic 

Chickasaw village. In the 1730s, there 
were two major villages in the vicinity 
of the Alston-Wilson site that were 
occupied by the Chickasaw: Tchichatala 
and Falatchao. Tchichatala was a major 
Chickasaw village. Falatchao was a 
‘‘white mother’’ town meaning it was 
both a ‘‘white’’ town (or a peace town, 
as opposed to a ‘‘red’’ war town) and a 
‘‘mother’’ town from which other towns 
emerged (Hudson 1976: 238–239).

Both Tchichatala and Falatchao are 
recognized in historical documents as 
being occupied by the Chickasaw. 
However, because of the fluid nature of 
Chickasaw village occupation, it is 
difficult to identify the specific 
boundaries of historic Chickasaw 
villages. Therefore, based on the 
archeological evidence that the site was 
part of a major Chickasaw village and at 
that time both villages were in the area, 
the Alston-Wilson site is most probably 
part of either the site of the village of 
Tchichatala or Falatchao. (Atkinson 
1985, 2004; Brad Lieb, personal 
communication 2004; Cook et al. 1980; 
Jennings 1941; Johnson et al. 2004). 
Furthermore, based on historical 
evidence that Lee County, MS, where 
the Alston-Wilson site is located, was 
occupied by the Chickasaw until their 
removal to Oklahoma from 1837 until 
1850, the site is probably Chickasaw. 
The Chickasaws are represented by the 
present-day Chickasaw Nation, 
Oklahoma.

Officials of the Mississippi 
Department of Archives and History, 
Historic Preservation Division have 
determined that, pursuant to 25 U.S.C. 
3001 (9–10), the human remains 
described above represent the physical 
remains of one individual of Native 
American ancestry. Officials of the 
Mississippi Department of Archives and 
History, Historic Preservation Division 
also have determined that, pursuant to 
25 U.S.C. 3001 (3)(A), the two objects 
described above are reasonably believed 
to have been placed with or near 
individual human remains at the time of 
death or later as part of the death rite 
or ceremony. Lastly, officials of the 
Mississippi Department of Archives and 
History, Historic Preservation Division 
have determined that, pursuant to 25 
U.S.C. 3001 (2), there is a relationship 
of shared group identity that can be 
reasonably traced between the Native 
American human remains and 
associated funerary objects and the 
Chickasaw Nation, Oklahoma.

Representatives of any other Indian 
tribe that believes itself to be culturally 
affiliated with the human remains and 
associated funerary objects should 
contact Pamela D. Edwards, Curator of 
Archaeological Collections, Mississippi 
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